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with them on this legislation and we would
urge all members of the House of Represent-
atives to join with yourself. Chairman Good-
ling, Ranking Minority Member Clay, and
Representative Kildee in supporting this bill
that is about to be introduced.

NAFIS is very pleased with the refine-
ments included in the bill to insure that all
local educational agencies eligible for fund-
ing under Section 8002 of the program (fed-
eral properties) are treated equitably. Al-
though the changes that were made to this
section of the program in 1994 did a better
job of measuring the financial impact that
federal property presents to the taxing au-
thority of a local educational agency, it
did—due to the lack of funding for this ele-
ment of the Impact Aid Program—pose a real
threat to primarily rural school districts.
The changes included in this legislation will
both insure that small rural schools are pro-
vided a foundation payment while at the
same time recognizing the true fiscal impact
of federal property to the tax base of the
community served by the school system.

The bill also puts into law, a pilot project
that has been included in both the Fiscal
Year 1999 and 2000 Labor, HHS, and Edu-
cation Appropriation Bill. The project being
placed into the Impact Aid statute will mean
that ‘‘Heavily Impacted Local Educational
Agencies’’ will now receive their additional
funding under the regular Impact Aid basic
support program and will not have to wait up
to 18 to 24 months after the appropriation is
made to receive their funding. This change
will make it easier for these school districts
to budget their Impact Aid funding and it
also insures that the Federal Government re-
imburses a school district only for the cost
of the impact of the federal dependent child
rather than the cost for all children, both
federal and non-federal, enrolled in the
school district. These changes are welcomed
by the heavily impacted community and
NAFIS appreciates the understanding of the
committee to incorporate the pilot project
that has already proved to work into the Im-
pact Aid reauthorization.

NAFIS also supports the recognition by
the committee of the problems that a chang-
ing military force have placed on those
school systems educating military dependent
children. Committee language addressing the
issue of privatization of on-base housing will
insure that the funding levels provided under
current law for on-base children will remain,
even if on-base housing and the land upon
which it is built is turned over to a private
developer. This a realistic approach to an
issue that could become potentially a major
threat to school systems providing edu-
cational programs to the children of our
military personnel.

NAFIS would also like to commend the
committee for recognizing the facility needs
of school systems that are highly impacted
with Indian land and military children. The
committee bill recognizes that many of
these school systems lack the capacity to
issue capital construction bonds and in addi-
tion, many of these same school systems are
currently educating children in facilities
that pose a serious health threat to the stu-
dents and faculty working within them. The
responsible approach taken by the com-
mittee to address this very serious issue is
welcomed by the impact aid community and
NAFIS urges the Congress to support the
committee’s recognition of the federal obli-
gation to address this serious facilities issue.

Although NAFIS would like to see an in-
crease in the weights for on-base military
and civilian dependent children, we strongly
support the bill that the committee is about
to introduce and again offer our gratitude to
you for introducing this legislation and
Chairman Goodling and his committee staff

as well as to Representatives Clay and Kildee
for the work that has been put into this leg-
islation. In summary, NAFIS urges all mem-
bers of the House to support this legislation
when it comes before the full House for a
vote in the near future.

Sincerely,
JOHN B. FORKENBROCK,

Executive Director.
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Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to honor my constituent, Hazel Wolf. Having
achieved her goal to have a foot in three cen-
turies, Hazel passed away on January 19,
2000 at the young age of 101. Tomorrow I
hope to join hundreds of her friends gathering
in my district to celebrate her life of tenacious
dedication to the environment and human
rights.

Hazel was born in Victoria, British Columbia
on March 10, 1898. She immigrated to the
United States in 1923 as a single mother
seeking work to support her young daughter.
After a successful career as a legal secretary,
Hazel officially became a citizen in 1976.

Through all her years Hazel championed
issues of importance for women, working peo-
ple, human rights, and the environment. A true
citizen of the world, her efforts were recog-
nized with awards by numerous international,
national, state, and local organizations. Her
work continues in the hearts of all who were
privileged to share her goals and projects.

Mr. Speaker, please join me in tribute to
Hazel for demonstrating to us the value of a
life of simplicity adorned with the riches of gra-
cious service to humanity and nature. We will
miss her wit and wisdom, and we will cherish
her memory by pursuing her lessons of love
and understanding for all living creatures.
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Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, former Rus-
sian President Boris Yeltsin’s startling and so-
bering reminder last November of his country’s
robust nuclear weapons capability was as ac-
curate as it was menacing. Firing back at Bill
Clinton’s public criticism of Russian military
assaults on Chechen rebel strongholds,
Yeltsin roared, ‘‘[Clinton] must have forgotten
for a moment what Russia has. It has a full ar-
senal of nuclear weapons.’’

Though arguably an impulsive response to
embarrassing and unwanted criticism, Yeltsin
could not have delivered a more concise and
troubling threat to our Nation’s security, nor a
more valid and fortified one. Despite highly
publicized accounts of Russia’s deteriorating
economic, political, and conventional military
realities and capabilities, the country is any-
thing but lightly armed in nuclear weaponry. In
fact, Mr. Speaker, Russia still maintains over

20,000 nuclear weapons, most sitting atop
highly accurate and fully functioning silo- and
sub-launched ballistic missiles awaiting final
target coordinates and a ‘‘fuel and fire’’ com-
mand.

Yeltsin’s impetuous warning—however un-
tenable to an America placated by decisive
United States victories in the cold war and the
gulf war, and blessed with 60 years of domes-
tic tranquility and tremendous economic pros-
perity—should be taken quite seriously. In
1993, Russia adopted a national security pol-
icy placing even greater reliance upon nuclear
deterrence due to its worsening economic cri-
sis and deteriorating conventional military ca-
pabilities. Not only does this reality enhance
the threat of an intentional launch, it heightens
the prospects for an unintentional launch too.

Mr. Speaker, the United States remains de-
fenseless against any such launch. American
citizens trust that the first responsibility of their
government is ‘‘to provide for the common de-
fense,’’ and must accordingly assume there
must be in place an effective shield against
missile attack. This, however, is not the case.
Public opinion polls show most Americans still
do not realize the U.S. military—the most pow-
erful, most technologically-advanced, and
most lethal military force ever assembled—
could not stop even a single ballistic missile
from impacting American soil today.

In fact, long-range ballistic missiles are the
only weapons against which the U.S. Govern-
ment has decided, as a matter of policy, not
to field a defense. Bill Clinton is a fierce de-
fender of this doctrine of deliberate vulner-
ability and repeatedly threatened to veto any
serious congressional legislation enacted to
the contrary.

Clinton’s doctrine is predicated upon anti-
quated agreements dating back to 1972 when
the United States signed the Anti-Ballistic Mis-
sile (ABM) Treaty with the former Soviet
Union. At the time, and until relatively recently,
the U.S.S.R. was the only nation known to be
capable of delivering nuclear warheads to our
shores. The world is different now, and the
U.S.S.R. no longer exists.

Not counting Yeltsin’s unexpected reminder
of Russia’s formidable nuclear arsenal, Mr.
Speaker, Russia is generally considered on
the lower end of America’s threat scale. That’s
because it’s predictable, if not rational. United
States and other intelligence sources have
firmly documented the aggressive—and in
some cases successful—attempts by many of
the worlds most violent, unstable, and anti-
American entities to develop and acquire
weapons of mass destruction, and the means
to deliver them.

In 1998, the bipartisan Commission to As-
sess the Ballistic Missile Threat to the United
States, led by former Secretary of Defense
Donald Rumsfeld, asserted the United States
may have little or no warning before the emer-
gence of specific new ballistic missile threats
to our Nation. The Commission estimated
some 20 Third World and outlaw nations, in-
cluding North Korea, Iran, Iraq, and Libya al-
ready have, or are vigorously developing, such
capabilities.

Mr. Speaker, Communist China already has
this capability. In 1998, the Central Intelligence
Agency confirmed 13 of China’s 18 long-range
nuclear-tipped missiles were targeted at U.S.
cities. In 1996, Chinese officials threatened to
launch those missiles at American targets, in-
cluding Los Angeles, if our Nation intervened
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